in which past presidents have cast their remarks to the Society since its founding 125 years ago.
The presidential address is a hybrid form. It is delivered first to the assembled membership, and since 1895 it has also been the custom subsequently to publish the address in the pages of the Journal of Biblical Literature (which, like many other academic journals, began as a record of the Society's proceedings). 4 A speech, however, does not belong to the same genre as the scholarly essay, and so the task of composing an address appropriate to both written and oral media can be a challenging one. 5 Not all presidents have even made the attempt. None admits failure in this respect more frankly than Theophile James Meek, who begins without any remorse: "Hebrew syntax may not be a very exciting subject for a Presidential Address, but it is an exceedingly important one for the interpretation of the Hebrew text." 6 Such a remark suggests that the published version of the address closely resembles the version delivered at the annual meeting. For the audience's sake, one hopes this is not always the case. Kemper Fullerton's review of scholarship on Isaiah, for example, comes to one hundred pages in print! 7 A number of presidents have followed the lead of Fullerton and Meek in taking the occasion of the annual meeting to present results of their ongoing research projects. As might be expected of a discipline demanding a high degree of specialization, there have been a few years, one suspects, in which their remarks were accessible to a relatively small sector of the membership. Others have chosen to write more expansively on matters of abiding interest to all biblical scholars. 8 To speak to the few or to the many-these two basic alternatives have remained the same over the years even if the audience for the presidential address has changed significantly. No more than a few dozen colleagues would gather at Journal of Biblical Literature 125, no. 1 (2006) 168 Union Theological Seminary in New York in the early years. 9 Attendance gradually increased and, for a time around the turn of the century, meetings were held jointly with such groups as the Modern Language Association and the Spelling Reform Association. That a large percentage of the attendees were Christian clergyman is clearly assumed by Clayton R. Bowen in 1924. The membership rolls nevertheless list the names of several Jewish scholars, including Morris Jastrow, Jr., who served as president in 1916. James Moffatt acknowledges their presence in the Society and the objections made by some Jewish scholars to the nomenclature "Old Testament" for the Hebrew Scriptures because it implies "a religious affirmation or synthesis to which they cannot agree." 10 The promulgation of Divino afflante spiritu in 1943 also contributed to the ecumenical character of the proceedings by opening the way to greater participation by Roman Catholic scholars. Yet another demographic change (which has accelerated in recent decades) is the increasing number of students who attend the meetings. While some presidents, such as William F. Badè (1930) and Julian Morgenstern (1941) , have taken a constructive approach by calling for the establishment of fellowships to train the next generation, one can imagine the discomfort of any aspiring biblical scholars in the audience as not a few presidents have decried in near-apocalyptic terms the dismal level of preparation characteristic of most graduate students. 11 Now that attendance at the annual meeting is measured in the thousands, it is easy to forget how small the guild remains until one glances at the roster of former presidents. The addresses are open to the public, but listening is not infrequently a bit like eavesdropping on the intramural debates of a tight-knit group of teachers and students. To cite just a few examples, Shirley Jackson Case (1926) studied with Frank Chamberlain Porter (1908) and Benjamin Wisner Bacon (1902) , as did Amos N. Wilder (1955) , who had also spent time in the classroom with Kirsopp Lake . Ernest de Witt Burton (1911) could point to Edgar J. Goodspeed (1919) as his prize pupil, while Goodspeed could count S. Vernon McCasland (1953) and John Knox (1963) among his students. Not to be outdone, Erwin R. Goodenough (1951) taught Samuel Sandmel (1961) , who was the teacher of Robert Funk (1975) and James A. Sanders (1978) . Paul Haupt (1906) had taught W. F. Albright (1939) , who in turn taught Harry M. Orlinsky (1970) , Frank Moore Cross, Jr. (1974) , David Noel Freedman (1976) , Raymond E. Brown (1977) , Joseph A. Fitzmyer (1979) , and Roland E. Murphy (1984) . The students of James Muilenburg (1968) include Walter Harrelson (1972) , Bernhard Anderson (1980) , Walter Brueggemann (1990) , and Phyllis Trible (1994) . And Robert M. Grant (1959) no doubt learned much at the foot of his father, Frederick C. Grant (1934) . Examples could be multiplied ad infinitum, especially if one were to consider less formal relationships. 12 Although it has long been the custom that no debate follows the presidential address, several have provoked considerable discussion subsequent to their publication. If familiarity and frequency of reference are reliable guides, a few examples stand out as classics of the genre. The speeches of Samuel Sandmel (1961) , James Muilenburg (1968) , and Elisabeth Schüssler Fiorenza (1987) belong in this category. 13 Many readers will immediately recognize the titles even if they are unaware that they originated as presidential addresses.
Sandmel defines parallelomania (a term he came across in a forgotten French volume from the early nineteenth century) as "that extravagance among scholars which first overdoes the supposed similarity in passages and then proceeds to describe source and derivation as if implying literary connection flowing in an inevitable or predetermined direction." 14 In response to the recent discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls, which had prompted rampant speculation about their relationship to Paul, Jesus, Philo, and the rabbinic literature, Sandmel sounds a note of methodological caution. It is certainly conceivable that Qumran might have influenced the NT or the Mishnah, but "detailed study ought to respect the context and not be limited to juxtaposing mere excerpts." 15 Not all "parallels" are of equal heuristic value, nor can a common source be reliably inferred from the occurrence of similar ideas or language in two different texts. In a discipline where the acquisition of new materials for analysis generates considerable excitement, Sandmel's remarks remain pertinent. Only a parallelomaniac would automatically assume that any writer using the term "parallelomania" had been reading presidential speeches, but it is hard to imagine it having such currency among biblical scholars were it not for Sandmel.
Muilenburg makes no secret of his own indebtedness to Hermann Gunkel and other pioneers of Gattungsforschung even as he argues that form criticism must be supplemented by what he calls rhetorical criticism. Earlier study had emphasized the typical and representative features of literary forms to the neglect of "what is unique and unpredictable, [of] the particularity of the formulation." 16 This tendency, he says, obscures the connection between the abstract form and the concrete content of the biblical writings. Close attention to the stylistic and structural qualities such as parallelism and repetition helps the interpreter to "think the thoughts ofthe biblical author after him." 17 Notwithstanding the continuing debates about the precise aims and methods to which the label refers, "rhetorical criticism" is now common coin among biblical scholars due in no small measure to Muilenburg's influence. It is perhaps no overstatement to say that Muilenburg "enacted the decisive methodological turn in the guild toward literary analysis." 18 While Muilenburg calls for a greater appreciation of the rhetorical aspects of the biblical text, Schüssler Fiorenza goes one step further and focuses on the rhetorical practices of the discipline itself. She calls for a "double ethics," that is, an ethics of historical reading that enables the original meaning to challenge the interpreter and an ethics of accountability whereby interpreters hold the text as well as earlier interpreters of the text responsible for the oppressive ways in which it has been actualized. The Society of Biblical Literature constitutes an interpretive community demonstrably committed to the former. Schüssler Fiorenza believes that an "ethos of scientist [sic] positivism and professed value-neutrality" has retarded progress on the latter. 19 Without a reconceptualization of biblical scholarship in rhetorical rather than scientific terms, it will be difficult to develop a repertoire of discursive practices to aid in "a critical interpretive praxis for liberation." 20 Nearly twenty years have passed since Schüssler Fiorenza called for a paradigm shift in biblical studies. Has this call received an affirmative response? Not entirely, perhaps. Yet the fact that relatively few scholars would categorically reject her claim that one's social location "is decisive of how one sees the world, constructs reality, or interprets biblical texts" is an indication that the tide has already turned and is moving in her direction. 21 Likewise, Sandmel's warnings about sloppy comparative analysis and Muilenburg's emphasis on the unity of form and content hardly seem controversial today. To observe that, with the passage of time, their insights and arguments are in many ways unremarkable is not in the least to belittle them. Quite to the contrary, it is a sign of their success that they have assumed the status of conventional wisdom.
Disciplinary shifts by their very nature are fully visible only in hindsight, and so it is impossible to predict the questions around which a new consensus will crystallize or which presidential addresses will emerge as classics. It is likely that the Society will continue to witness tension between those who insist on a greater degree of engagement with the contested social, cultural, and political questions of the day and those who maintain that "the demand for the practical" must be resisted for the sake of the integrity of the discipline. 22 Future presidents will likewise continue to manifest the separate but related divide between the historians and the theologians. To everything there is a season. The survival of the Society for so many years and the accomplishments of its members provide ample evidence that the dialogue and debate have been worth the while.
Appendix

Society of Biblical Literature Presidential Addresses
The following list of the presidents of the SBL includes the titles and publication information for presidential addresses delivered to the Society of Biblical Literature since its founding in 1880. An asterisk (*) indicates a year in which no address was delivered or for which no title can be located in the Society's records. (The official minutes of the meeting were published in the Journal of Biblical Literature until 1960.) In a few instances, there is a record of the title, but there is no evidence that the address ever appeared in published form.
1880-87 Daniel Raynes Goodwin* 1887-89 Frederic Gardiner* 1889-90 Francis Brown* 1890-91 Charles A. Briggs*
